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The opinion in support of the decision being entered today
(1) was not witten for publication in a |law journal and
(2) is not binding precedent of the Board.
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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 1
t hrough 20.

The di scl osed invention relates to a nmethod and appar at us
for testing a specinen for resistance to abrasion. The specinen
is optically scanned prior to abrasion to produce a first array
of pixels representing the specinen. After abrasion, the
specinen is optically scanned again to produce a second array of
pi xel s representing the specinen. A plurality of difference
val ues of corresponding pi xels are produced to quantify the
abrasi on of the specinen.

Caimlis illustrative of the clainmed invention, and it
reads as foll ows:

1. A nethod of testing a specinen for resistance to
abrasion, steps of which conprise:

optically scanning the specinmen prior to abrasion to produce
a first array of pixels representing the specinen;

abr adi ng the speci nen;

optically scanning the specinen after the abrading to
produce an second array of pixels representing the specinen;

producing a plurality of difference values, each one of
whi ch indicates a degree of difference between correspondi ng
pi xels in the first and second arrays; and

guantifying the abrasion of the specinmen fromthe plurality
of difference val ues.
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The references relied on by the exam ner are:

Vander neer ssche 4,507, 953 Apr. 2, 1985

Yamazaki et al.(Yamazaki) 3-44542 Feb. 26, 1991
(Japanese Kokai)

Vander neer ssche, “‘The Pressure Is On® . . . The Packagi ng

Prof essional |Is Facing New Chal | enges!,” Journal of Packagi ng

Technol ogy, Vol. 1, No. 3, June 1987.

Gonzal ez et al. (Gonzalez), “Digital Imge Processing,” Addison-
Wesl ey, 1992, pages 318 through 320.

Clainms 1 through 20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 8 103 as
bei ng unpat ent abl e over the Vanderneerssche patent in view of the
Vander neer ssche publication,? Yamazaki and Gonzal ez. 3

Ref erence is nmade to the brief and the answer for the
respective positions of the appellants and the exam ner.

OPI NI ON

We have carefully considered the entire record before us,
and we will reverse the obviousness rejection of clainms 1 through
20.

The Vander neerssche patent is described in the Background of

the I nvention (specification, pages 1 and 2) as disclosing a

2 Al t hough the Vander neerssche publication is used in the
grounds of rejection, it is not listed under the prior art of
record (Answer, pages 2 and 3).

3 Al'though Gonzalez is not listed in the opening statenent
of the rejection, it is used thereafter in the body of the
rejection (Answer, pages 3 and 4).
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testing machine that permts rubbing between two speci nens to
test the abrasion resistance of coatings applied to the two
speci nens. The anmount of abrasion to a specinen had to be
visually determ ned by an observer. Vanderneerssche states
(publication, page 2, colum 2) that “[i]n order to evaluate the
| evel of abrasion resistance in an accurate and reproduci bl e
fashion a new nethod is urgently needed.” According to
Vander neer ssche, the state of the art in abrasion testing is an
instrunment referred to as the “Conprehensive Abrasion Tester”
(publication, page 3, colum 2). The testing apparatus described
in both the patent and the publication by Vanderneerssche do not
use pre-abrasion and post-abrasion pixel analysis.

I n Yamazaki, an inage from paper 41 is picked up by inage
pi ckup canera 2, and the canera creates an image signal that is
512 pixels x 512 pixels. The pixels are analyzed by the CPU 50
in the electrical processing unit 100. Yamazaki is silent
concerning a conparison of the imge signal with an earlier nmade
i mage signal fromthe paper.

Gonzal ez was nerely cited by the exam ner (Answer, page 4)

for a teaching of conputing “the root-nean-square error
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(di fference) between two i mages.” (Gonzal ez descri bes (page 319)
a “root-nean-square (rns) error between an input and out put
i mage.”

Appel I ants argue t hroughout the brief that the applied
references neither teach nor would they have suggested to one of
ordinary skill in the art producing separate arrays of pixels
representing the sanme specinen at two different tinmes for before
and after abrasion analysis. W agree. Accordingly, the
obvi ousness rejection is reversed.

DECI SI ON
The decision of the exam ner rejecting clains 1 through 20

under 35 U . S.C. 8 103 is reversed.

REVERSED

KENNETH W HAI RSTON )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )

)

) BOARD OF PATENT
LEE E. BARRETT ) APPEALS AND
Adm ni strative Patent Judge ) | NTERFERENCES

)

)
M CHAEL R FLEM NG )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )



Appeal No. 95-3026
Application No. 07/945, 061

Ceorge E. Haas

QUARLES AND BRADY

411 East W sconsin Avenue
M | waukee, W 53202-4497



